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|. Executive Summary

This report describes the methodologies employed and the results of the Program
Desgr/Implementation Process Review of Fitchburg Gas and Electric Light Company’s
(FG&E) Electric Low Income Program (Program). GDS Associates, Inc. was contracted

to conduct the Process Review in an effort to assess the current program design and eva uate
the various staff’ slevel of knowledge of key program goas, obtain their opinion on program
effectiveness and recommend improvements’ modifications as appropriate. This report isthe
first in aseries of three reports that make up the Program Evauation of FG& E's Electric
Low Income Program. The subsequent program assessments will focus on: 1) customer
awareness and satisfaction; and, 2) on-dte qudity control of ingtalled measures.

The Electric Low Income Program provides participants' with an energy audit, education on
energy saving opportunities, direct ingtdlation (at no cost to the customer) of low-cost
energy efficiency measures and ingtdlation of more substantia energy savings measures (dso
at no cost to the customer) upon cost effectiveness screening. The measuresinclude dl of
the mgor resdentid end uses (i.e., lighting, refrigeration, heeting and air conditioning, and
water hesting).

FG& E began offering its Low Income Program, in its current form, in July 1998. During
2000, the Company added a New Construction, Multi-Family and Rehakilitation (NC/MF)
component to the program. This component targets owners and developers of low-income
multi-family buildings as well as new sngle-family homes. Because of the newness of the
NC/MF component, this Process Review focuses on the In-Home Services component but
includes references to NC/MF as appropriate.

The implementation and adminigtrative contractor for this program is the M ontachusett
Opportunity Council, Inc. (MOC). MOC subcontracts to Conservation Services Group,
Inc. (CSG) for such implementation services as refrigerator ingtdlation, remova, and
recyding aswell as multi-family audits and indalations. In addition, CSG is responsible for
the development of program-related software and ongoing computer support. The Low-
Income Energy Affordability Network (LEAN), a Settlement Party to FG& E's 5-Y ear
Energy Efficiency Program Filing, Docket No. D.T.E. 98-48/49 (5-Year Flan), isinvolvedin
program planning and implementation in an oversight role. Figure 1 offersagraphic
illugtration of the how the various partiesfit into the Program’s design and implementation.

! Eligible customers are those residential FG& E electric customers at or below 200% of the federal
poverty limit.
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Figure 1

FG&E Electric Low Income Program
PROGRAM DESIGN / CONTRACTOR LAYOUT

Unitil / FG&E
1 Management (Partial)
1 Design/Evaluation/
Admin/Regulatory (Partial)
1 Implementation (Partial)
Consultant (As-needed)

LEAN FG&E Electric Low

2 Advisors Other MA Utilities
Income Program
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MOC
Prime Implementation
» Contractor
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1 Auditor (Partial)

AN

Conservation

Services Group
(Software Support)
1 Staff (On-call)

Conservation

Local Services Group Local
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Contractors Refrigerators) Agency (WAP)
2 Auditors (As-needed)

Note: Staff levels at FG&E and MOC are noted to be “Partial” because all levels of staff are
allocated to several other programs/responsibilities.
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l.A. Overview of Methodology

The overdl god of the Process Review was to assess the effectiveness of the Program
design and operations and offer recommendations/ observations that can be used to
improve the Program. This assessment included secondary research of program related
materias and staff and contractor depth interviews.

Secondary Research: The purpose of the secondary research was to develop abasis of
understanding program theory and logic flow, goals and objectives, and the scope of
savices as origindly desgned/envisoned. The documents reviewed included FG& E' s 5
Year Plan, FG& E's 1998 and 1999 Annual C& LM Reports?, program marketing materials,
database and other implementation materids (e.g., forms, reports), LEAN's by-laws, and
relevant contract documents.

Staff and Contractor Interviews. A totd of eight depth interviews were conducted with
utility staff members (2), implementation contractors (5), and aLEAN representative (1). A
sngleinterview guide, conggting of forty-two questions, was used for dl interviews. Length
of interviews ranged from one to three hours per interviewee. Eight researchable areas were
assessed with each interviewee asfollows:

Interviewee' s Role, Program God's, and Program Planning

Participant Recruitment and Marketing

Program Design and Operations

Information, Resources, and Staffing

Internal Communications and Administration

Communications with Program Participants & Program Participant Service
Program Issues and Innovations

Overdl Performance

YVVVVYVYVYVYVYY

Theinterview guide isincluded as Appendix A to this report.

l.B. Summary of Key Findings

This section synthesizes and summarizes the sdient information collected as part of the
Process Review. For reporting purposes, the eight researchable areas that were addressed
in the interviews have been rolled into three summary process issue areas. program goals,
program design and implementation, and overal performance’.

Program Goals. The gods and objectives of the Program are not consstently understood
by the partiesinvolved. The root cause of this ambiguity gppearsto bethelack of asingle,
centrd program document that clearly defines the Program in detail and is easily accessble

% These reports, required from all Massachusetts electric IOU's, are filed annually with the Department of
Telecommunications and Energy (DTE) and provide a quantitative analysis of the companies energy
efficiency program performance over arolling 3-year period.

® These three summary categories relate to the eight researchable areas previously defined. The Program
Goals and Overall Performance categories match directly and the Program Design and I mplementation
summary category encompasses the remaining six researchable areas.
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to adl parties. It was noted by both MOC and CSG, that they did not have a clear definition
of the Program specifics. Moreover, there does not seem to be adequate input from MOC
or CSG in the planning process for determining Program production targets. Although
LEAN isinvolved in the planning process on behalf of MOC, there gppearsto be a
communication gap between LEAN and MOC.

Program Design and Implementation: The implementation flow of the program is shown
graphicaly in Figure 2. With the exception of the newly implemented NC/MF component of
the Program, the Program is being implemented essentidly as designed and is on target to
reach the current year’ s production goas. Lines of communication between FG& E, MOC
and CSG appear to be open but there is concern about responsiveness and the lack of
forma communication channds (i.e., written documentation). Participant response to the
program was noted to be very good, based on anecdotd feedback.

There are afew areas within the implementation flow of the Program that were noted to bein
need of improvement. The key specific issues raised were:

» The database of R-2 customers used by MOC is outdated and incomplete [It
should be noted that there appears to be a miscommunication regarding this
issue, which likely stems from software problems];

» Thelack of ameansfor MOC to deliver audit data to FG& E dectronicaly

resultsin redundant input of large amounts of program related data;

Program manua or other centra Program document would be helpful asa
reference tool for dl parties;

In-fiedd qudity control by athird party is amissng component of the Program;
NC/MF Program component requires further definition;

Staff resource issues need to be addressed by al parties; and,

Program related software problems are ongoing issue.

A\

VVVYY

Overall Performance: Interviewees were asked to rate the program'’s success and qudlity,
onascae of 1to 10 (with 10 being highest). Overdl program ratings for both the success
of the program and the quaity of the program were very good, with average scores of 8.6

and 7.8 respectively.

Key program strengths were noted to be the recent addition of program staff at FG&E,
MOC and FG& E's commitment to serving low-income customers, and the extensve years
of experience at both MOC and CSG.

Key program wesknesses were noted to be the audit software, the adminigtration of the
Program at the contractor level, ongoing software issues and specific software issues relating
to the import of the database of R-2 customers.
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I.C. Recommendations

Although the findings highlight several implementation issues, FG& E's Electric Low Income
Program is operating fairly smoothly and has reached previous year’' s targeted levels of
production and is on track to do so again thisyear. Overdl, the Program offers an extremely
vauable service to an important population thet is often underserved in energy efficiency
efforts. In order to improve the efficiency of the program, based on the information gathered
during this Process Review, the following recommendations are offered for consderation:

» NC/MF marketing should be conducted as designed (i.e., as described in Section 11.C
of this Report).

» A Program Manua should be developed that includes abrief but detailed explanation
of the goals and objectives of both In-Home Services and NC/MF components of the
Program as well asthe ligt of digible measures, reporting requirements and specific
annua production targets.

» Upon completion of a Program Manud, hold a presentation / work session where
FG& E would present the document and its intended purpose to MOC and LEAN
(and any interested wesetherization or other loca contractors). Facilitate sesson in
order to develop a more cohesive implementation group.

» When renewing the contract with MOC, draft a new document that includes a detailed
scope of services directed at both the exigting In-Home Services Component as well
as New Congtruction/Multi- Family; indluding marketing srategies, eigible measures,
communication and reporting protocols, and specific annua production targets.

» Charge either MOC or LEAN with providing meeting notes to FG& E from the
monthly LEAN mesting, in an effort to document concerns/issues.

» Devdop communication protocols for requesting and ddlivering information or
assigance. A smple email format that includes basic data such as name, date, and
nature of request/response could help to clarify communications and create a paper
trall to track the number and nature of requests as well as the response times
asociated with them.

» Conduct a system-wide assessment of the current software, including the audit tool, so
that al current problems and inefficiencies can be addressed. Thiswould include
streamlining the process for getting R-2 customer billing datato MOC and assessing
the upgrades necessary to adlow eectronic transfer of dl audit related datafrom MOC
to FG&E, so that datais not manualy entered by FG&E. [LEAN is currently
researching the potentia for offering a common low income energy management
software statewide. MOC and FG& E have been active in this process|

» Inditute an ongoing qudity control mechanism for the Program. This could include a
random sampling of both telephone surveys and site ingpections, targeted at ng
both customer satisfaction and qudity/thoroughness of audit and related ingtdlations.

» Review theddivery of the program to FG& E dectric and gas customersin order to
ensure that redundancy of program servicesis minimized.
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1. Secondary Research
This section of the Process Review presents the results of the secondary research conducted
to develop a basic understanding of program theory and logic flow, program goa's and
objectives, and the scope of services as originaly designed/envisioned. The following
program information is aculmination of the information extracted from severa program:
related documents, including: 1) LI dements of Company's 5-Y ear Plan; 2) LI dements of
Company's 1998 and 1999 Annua C&LM Reports; 3) Program marketing and
implementation materias, and 4) MOC contract documents.

Section I1.A. presents an overview of the program summary. Section 11.B. provides
information regarding key program goals and related target assumptions. Section 11.C.
discusses program flow items.

. A. Program Summary

The Residentid Low-Income Program was devel oped by FG& E in cooperation with a
number of settlement partiesincluding LEAN and the Northeast Energy Efficiency Council
(NEEC). It was approved by the Massachusetts Department of Telecommunications and
Energy (DTE) and the Divison of Energy Resources (DOER) as part of the Company's 5-
Year Program Plan on August 17, 2001. The program condsts of two main components:
(1) InrHome Services, and (2) New Construction, Multi- Family and Rehabilitation.
Numerous energy efficient products and services are ddlivered through these two
components, ong with information and education regarding the importance of energy
efficiency and encouragement of customersto act on the bass of this avareness.

FG& E's Resdentid Electric Low Income Program targets resdentia customersat or below
200% of the federd poverty limit. A vital eement of the Low-Income Program isidentifying
and addressing customers that are characterized by the large percentage of their income
required to pay their energy bills. Marketing has focused on those customers on FG&E's
low-incomerate (R-2 and R-4). Following isabrief description of the two main
components of the Low-Income Program:

|n-Home Services
Goals:
» Theoverdl god of this program component is to help low-income customers save
energy and live more comfortably.

Target Market:
» Income dligible customers not previoudy served by the program;
» MOC has focused marketing on FG& E R-2 and R-4 customers whose contact
information is provided by FG&E;
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» Inaddition, MOC cross references the FG& E provided list with aligting of those

eligiblefor Fud Assgtance

Products and Services:

Include an Appliance Management Program (AMP) and Space Heet Program component.
The following products and services are provided, as gppropriate, to income igible
customers through this low-income program component:

» 1to 1.5 hour fue blind audit that includes the ingtdlation of energy efficient materids
and education about how energy is used in the home, including educationd materias
that are left with the customer;

» Up to 8 compact fluorescent light bulbs;

» Replacement of halogen torchieres with compact fluorescent models,

» Replacement of table lamps and fixtures,

» Refrigerator and/or freezer replacement, where warranted based on metering of
exiding unit;

» Refrigerator coil brush;

» Air conditioner filter;

» Cog effective portion of the cost of areplacement room air conditioner,
piggybacking on other programs, and

» Replacement waterbed mattresses or insulated covers.

For homes with dectric hot water heaters:
» Electric hot water heater, including heat pump water hegter;
» Low flow showerheads and aerators;
» Water heater tank wrap and pipe insulation; and
» Water heater temperature turn down.

For homes with dectric space heating (also available for homes with failing foss| fuded
hesting systems - up to $10,000 in total incentives available for non-dectricaly heated
homesin 2001):

» Heating system repair or replacement (HEARTWAP piggyback);

» Minor building repair;

» Blower door asssted air sedling, including caulking, westher-stripping, door

sweeps, broken window replacement;

> Insuldion;

» HVAC duct repair;

» Set-back thermogtats; and

» Interior slorm windows.

New Construction, M ulti-Family and Rehabilitation
Goals:
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» Provide sarvices that help low-income customers save energy and live more

comfortably now;

» Develop new energy efficient low-income housing resources, and

» Devedop an infrastructure for future low-income new housing congtruction thet is
more efficient, comfortable, and provides a more attractive investment to builders
through access to better lending packages, and access to new technologies and
sarvices as they become available.

Target Market:

» Owners and developers of low-income multi-family buildings (5 or more units),
including housing authorities, to capture lost opportunities during new building
congiruction or mgor rehabilitation (at least 50% of the tenants must be low-
income);

» New sngle family and 1 to 4 unit low-income homes;

» Income digible cusomersthat live in multi-family buildings, however lower priority
isgiven to buildings where tenants do not pay utility bills directly.

Products and Services:
The following products and services are provided to income digible customers and/or
builder and developers of low-income properties. In addition, residents of existing low-
income multi-family buildings are digible for the same products/services as listed in the In-
Home Services component of the Low-Income Program.

» Dedgn assigstance through plans review;

> Up to $500 toward the purchase of ENERGY STAR gppliancesinduding;

refrigerators, dishwashers, room air conditioners and clothes washers;

> Up to $500 toward the purchase of ENERGY STAR? lighting fixtures

> Up to $500 for HYAC commissioning;

> Up to $500 per unit for builder/developer shell rebates, and

» Replace common area washing machines, where cost effective.

In addition, the following systems may be upgraded in new or exigting multi-family buildings,
if codt effective:

» HVAC contrals;

» Air conditioning equipment;

» Primary and storm windows, and

» Motors.
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. B. Key Program Goals and Related Target Assumptions
Budgets*:
2000 2001
New Construction / Multi Family $2,500 $21,302
In-Home Services $131,919 $132,712
Total Low-Income $134,419 $154,014

* Includes funding for program planning and administration, program marketing,
customer/contractor rebates, program implementation, evaluation and market research
and design-level performance incentives.

Performance Incentive Metrics (basisfor FG& E incentive):

Metric Description 2000 2001
Provide servicesto XX 418 customers
customers $6,304 NA
Participate in LEAN
initiatives $6,304 See 3 metrics below
Train interna customer Design/Exemplary
service staff NA $3,856/$4,820
Support LEAN outreach Design/Exemplary
efforts NA $3,856/$4,820
Assst LEAN in Design/Exemplary
evaluating software NA $3,973/$4,996
Totd: $12,608 $11,685 (Design)
(Design leve) $14,606(Exemplary)

Unit Targets(2001Program Year - Benefit/Cost Model Assumptions):

M easur e/Service New Consgtruction In-Home
(Units) Services (Units)
Tota Participants 9 (5MF, 4 SF) 175
Refrigerators 7 (@ $138/unit) 70 (@ $575/unit)
Clothes Washers 7 (@ $315/unit) 4 common area (@
$1000/unit)
Lighting CFLs NA 399 (@ $10/unit)
Lighting Fixtures 22 (@ $25/unit) 250 (@ $25/unit)
Dishwashers 6 (@ $173/unit) NA
Room AC 2 (@ $7unit) NA
ENERGY STAR® Home 4 (@ $750/unit) NA
ENERGY STAR® Multi- 5 (@ $975/unit) NA
Family Unit
DHW Packages NA 80 (@ $37/unit)
Thermostats NA 25 (@ $50/unit)
Air Sealing Measures NA 25 (@ $140/unit)

10
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Insulation NA 5 (@ $650/unit)
Fued Blind Package NA 13 (@ $750/unit)
. C. Program Flow

This section includes a summary of the program as designed. Thisinformation was taken
primarily from the FG& E's5-Y ear Energy Efficiency Program Filing, Docket No. D.T.E.
98-48/49 (5-Y ear Plan) and does not necessarily reflect the manner in which the program is
actudly being adminigtered.

Adminidration- Overdght adminigration is provided by the FG& E's interna staff.
Administration with respect to program delivery/operations is provided under contract to
FG& E by the Montachusset Opportunity Council (MOC), the lead westherization network
vendor in FG& E's service territory. In some cases, it ismost efficient or economica for
MOC to subcontract certain program components (e.g., refrigerator procurement). To the
greatest extent practicd, al of these activities are jointly performed or coordinated with other
adminigtrators and the Low-Income Energy Affordability Network ("LEAN").

Marketing — Marketing is the responsbility of MOC. For the In-Home Service component,
direct mail isthe primary marketing approach. In addition, customers are marketed through
bill inserts, telemarketing, and literature distributed through socid service agencies and
government offices. For the New Construction, Multi-Family and Rehabilitation component,
forming or expanding relationships with housing authorities and owners/devel opers of [ow-
income residences have been identified in FG& E's program documentation as the marketing
approach of choice. Other identified marketing approaches include: coordination with the
statewide ENERGY STAR? residential new construction program, and inquiring a government
agencies such as HUD and the Department of Housing and Community Development
(“DHCD”) to identify non-housing authority owners and potential developers’.

Dédlivery of Services— Implementation of program is the respongbility of MOC and is
carried out through in-home vigts by trained staff (energy managers) from locd WAP
agencies. Energy managersingal efficiency measures and prepare work orders for other
sarvices (e.g., refrigerators, westherization), piggybacking with other programs (especidly
those of DOE, DHCD, and gas utilities) where possible, and educate customers about the
messures. Fud blind installations are performed to DOE WAP specifications, criteria, and
priorities. During 2001, $10,000 has been budgeted for fuel blind measures (i.e., measures
to conserve hesting fudls other than dectricity or pipdine naturd gas). Inddlations are
followed up to ensure proper ddlivery and to reinforce educational messages. For homes
with dectric space hegting, ingtaled measures may include heating system repair or
replacement (on a piggyback basis with the Commonwedth’s HEARTWAP program), wall
and celling insulation, blower door asssted sedling, interior scorm windows, set back
thermogtats, and hot water tank and pipe wraps. WAP and HEARTWARP services are
offered to customers with incomes up to 175% of the federa poverty limit. In contrast,

* To date, these marketing measures have not all been implemented.

11
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FG& E's Low-Income Program services are available to customers up to 200% of the

federd poverty levdl.

In addition, WAP network staff meets with the Joint Management Committee of the ENERGY
STAR? Homes program as needed to refine program design and address specific low-
incomeissues. The Low-Income Multi-Family program is Smilar to the single-family
program, with additiona multi-family specific messures, incdluding common area lighting
fixtures, common area clothes washers and educational materials about reducing operating
costs through energy management and maintenance practices.

[11. Staff and Contractor Depth Interviews
This section of the Process Review presents the results of the depth interviews that were
conducted with program staff and contractors. 1t beginswith a brief description of the
methodology used to conduct the interviews followed by a summary of key findings and a
detailed account of the interview results.

1. A. M ethodology

A sngleinterview guide was developed to obtain primary informetion on Program logic and
flow, to assess various g&ff’ s level of knowledge of key program goals and objectives, to
identify any additiona program materias being used, and to obtain opinions on program
effectiveness. Upon FG& E gpprovd of the interview guide, GDS conducted eight depth
interviews with program staff from Unitil (2), MOC (4), CSG (1), and LEAN (1). Although
the single interview guide covered aress that were not relevant to every interviewee' s day-
to-day exposure to the program, the interviewees were encouraged to answer each question
to the best of their knowledge. Five of the interviews were conducted in person and the
remaining three were done viateephone. The interviews ranged from one to three hoursin

length.

For these staff and contractor interviews, the following researchable areas were covered:
1. Interviewee s Role, Program Gods, and Program Planning

Participant Recruitment and Marketing

Program Design and Operations

Information, Resources, and Staffing

Interna Communications and Administration

Communications with Program Participants and Program Participant

Service

Program Issues and Innovations

8. Ovedl Performance

o0k owN

~

1. B. Key Findings
This section presents a summary of the key findings from the staff and contractor interviews
within each of the eight researchable areas that the interviews targeted. The interviews were

12
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very informative and offered an excellent opportunity to hear the detalls of the program

operations from every perspective. The use of asingle interview guide was conducive to
alowing the various program staff to voice their opinions on each component of the program.
Although they came at them from different angles, many of the issues were Smilar across dl
interviewees.

1. Interviewee' s Role, Program Gods, and Program Planning
The interviewees responses indicated that program goals and objectives are not clearly
defined and that there is no single document that the various program staff can refer to when
necessary. Both implementation contractors reported that there was ambiguity in the
specifics of the program and that a detailed scope of work would be helpful. Specific
comments included:
> “Would like a new clearly defined document.”
> “To consarve energy seems to be the god athough I’ ve never read that
anywhere.”
» “Unitil sent production goas by email and then had to double check to seeif
they were right.”

Concerning the LEAN/MOC communications, it was indicated by those that had some
exposure to program planning that there was no processin place for planning or for mgor
program modifications. One comment (from a program contractor) that suggests the need
for better communication between LEAN and MOC was.
> “Not looking to go to more meetings but not sure how the numbers are
arived &, they jumped around quite a bit.”

2. Paticipant Recruitment and Marketing
Although the program is on target to reach the goa for number of audits, there appearsto be
concern from FG& E about the current participant recruitment efforts being conducted by
MOC. The concern seemsto be the result of alack of good information about what their
marketing efforts entail. From MOC’ s perspective, amgor issue in this process is the status
of FG&E slig of digible R-2 customers and the eectronic ddlivery of thelist to MOC.
Although FG& E has stated that they have sent updated R-2 lists on aquarterly basis
throughout 2001, MOC reports that the data includes no new customer information. MOC
indicates that there are severd problems concerning the list, including:

> Itisoutdated and there is no way to eectronically cross-reference customers

to determine those dready served by the program;

» Usage datain many casesis outdated and more than ayear old;

» Audit system only dlows auditor to carry customer usage data for scheduled

audits which rules out an impromptu, “interested neighbor” audit;

> Requiresregular emailsto FG& E regquesting usage data for those not on

current li.

13
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Other suggestions for improving program recruitment were: 1) include program marketing

materid in bill suffers; 2) reduce the digibility requirement from 13 kWh/day to 10
kWh/day; and, 3) increase community outreach efforts to include churches and other faith
based organizations.

Concerning customer segments that are not well served by the program, the interviewees
were congstent in identifying the elderly and the working poor. Suggestions to be better
reach these populations included: 1) holding more presentations at elderly community
meetings, especidly in the fal when Fud Assistance programs are being rolled out; and 2)
target program education efforts a employersin the region.

3. Program Design and Operations

The program implementation process flow is graphicaly illustrated in Figure 2 of the
Executive Summary. The main problem areain the program flow was indicated to be the
sameissues concerning the ligt of digible R-2 customers. In addition, agenera lack of
flexibility in the software system was noted as aroot cause of severd inefficiencies, including:
1) limited reporting capabilities, 2) inability for user to update measure ligts.

Although the generd qudity of work performed was noted to be good, severd interviewees
noted quaity control as an area of the program that requires attention, as there is currently no
forma qudity assurance field monitoring for the program. It was believed that ongoing
random quality control visits would help to uncover problems and reinforce that the program
is being delivered and received asintended. Under the current process, FG& E reviews
recommended measures and associated savings estimates on the invoice paperwork and any
guestions or anomalies are addressed. However, the MOC auditor conducts 100% field
ingpection/review of any weatherization work that is subcontracted.

Concerning the audit software, the field auditor noted that one deficiency in the audit toal is
that, unlike the tool used by MA Electric, the customer’ s disaggregated usage is not tied to
the actud billing data. Therefore, the software would not capture a mafunctioning appliance
or unidentified load. In addition, he noted that the audit software was somewhat congtrained
by alowing the auditor little flexibility, which made the audits Smpler but on certain occasons
they were not as accurate as they could have been.

Other problem areas in the program’ s day-to-day operations were identified to be:

» Resolving software issues cutsinto time spent on achieving godls,

» 2001 program year has been confusing as multi-family program is not systemized
Yet;

» Better rdationship between MOC and CSG will alow better focus on program
gods, and,

» For MOC and FG& E to work more as partners rather than at odds would alow
better focus on program goals.
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4. Information, Resources, and Staffing

Leve of dtaff gppearsto be anissue for FG& E, MOC and CSG. In the case of FG&E,
MOC daff indicated that it can be difficult to get atimely response from FG& E on requests
that are related to the day to day operation of the program, such as obtaining customer usage
data. Regarding staffing at MOC, interviewees indicated that athough adequately staffed,
MOC may need additiona program-specific training.  With respect to CSG, MOC s&ff fed
that software issues are not well attended to and that there is a generd lack of
responsiveness to issues that may have a direct impact on the operation of the program.

5. Interna Communications and Adminigration
Overdl, the responses to communications regarding program operations and administration
indicated that there is a need to formaize many of the program procedures. All of the
interviewees indicated an areathat would be better served by a process with formal
protocols. Theseinclude:

» A new, more detailed contract with MOC;

» More definition on NC/MF areg, including public housing;

» CSG and MOC typicaly communicete via telephone but email with cc to FG& E

would be preferable; and,
» Deveopment of aprogram manua to use as areference.

6. Communications with Program Participants

There has been no forma evauation efforts conducted but genera participant feedback was
reported to be very positive.> For multi-family projects, it was noted that it is critical to keep
the management of the building in the loop once the project gets started because the
maintenance staff does not dways communicate effectively with management.

7. Program Issues and Innovations
The interviewess identified the following key issues/ concerns related to the program:
» The commingling of funds between WAP and FG& E needs to be more
formdlized,
» A dearer definition is needed regarding what the NC/MF component entails;
» Allow for asmall pool of funds ($6K-$8K) to be used for various measures,
including Energy Star gppliances, for cost effective instances,
» Deveop aprogram manud to be used as a reference and to ensure continuity
through changes in gaff; and,
» Better identify and correct remaining software issues.

Concerning modifications that have been made in the past year to improve the program, the
only specific instance noted was that FG& E has indicated that MOC is the prime contractor

® General awareness and participant satisfaction will be assessed in Phase || of FG& E's residential
electric low-income program eval uation.
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on the program and has ingtructed CSG to work through MOC on program implementation.

CSG noted that they are “optimistic about the prospects’. It was aso noted that FG& E has
provided software support and training and marketing support and has worked to dign CSG
and MOC in addressng multi-family projects.

8. Ovedl Performance

Overdl interviewee program ratings for both the success of the program and the qudity of
the program were very good. On ascale of 1 to 10, the average rating for program success
was 8.6 and for program quality was 7.8.

Key program strengths were noted to be:

Unitil aff, new staff member has been added to program;

Commitment to serving Low Income program from both MOC and FG&E;
Work well with customers and are interested and willing to help customers; and,
Y ears of experience at MOC and CSG.

YV VY

Key program wesknesses were noted to be:
» Audit software tool and administration at contractor level;
» Software issues,
» Difficult to work under mgor program change — multi-family conmponent; and,
» Lack of updated data for R-2 customers.

Find comments were generdly postive; "the FG& E Low Income Program is a good one'.
Specific added comments included:
» A dearer lig of digible messures would be very hepful;
» Oveal software mechanism needs to be improved;
» Random fied qudlity control vists would help to uncover potentid problems and/or
reinforce that the program is being delivered & received asintended.®
» Thesamdl size of FG&E is both a strength and aweekness in that it gives management
gaff the flexibility to be innovative while dso creating incentives for aff to follow the
program paths of the larger MA utilities.

1. C. Results from Depth Interviews
This section includes amore detailed summary of the responses from the staff and contractor
interviews.

® Program quality will be assessed in Phase |11 of FG& E'sresidential electric |ow-income program
evaluation. However, ongoing (independent, third party) quality control checks have also been
suggested.
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1. Role, Program Goals, and Program Planning

The interviews were conducted to encompass al facets of the program, with roles ranging
frominitia program design to day-to-day implementation. Experience levels for each of the
interviewees were very extensive and related experience averaged 4 years for Unitil saff, 16
yearsfor MOC staff, 11 yearsfor CSG and 24 yearsfor LEAN.

The most commonly stated program god was to save eectricity and money for low-income
customers. Responses to whether the goals and objectives are clearly defined indicated that
there is not a commonly used reference document for the program and that individua
interpretations of the programs  goas and objectives vary. Concerning how the god's
trandated into what was required from the interviewee, the perceived goas were considered
reasonable and the most common responses were to reach production levels of units served
and to spend the dlotted budget. Similarly, specific targets were identified as the number of
audits completed and the spending of the budgeted dollar amounts.

The mgority of the interviewees (5) noted that they were either not involved in the program
planning process or that they would be willing to be if asked. Two responded that they were
involved, or hoped to beinvolved, in program planning but that there was no processin
place.

2. Participant Recruitment and Marketing

Every interviewee described the participant recruitment process very smilarly. A common
problem noted in this processis the trandfer of the list of digible (R-2) customersfrom
FG&E to MOC. It wasindicated that the list needs to be updated more frequently and that
the current process of manualy cross-referencing the list needs to be automated. Postcards
notifying customers of the program were noted to generate a better response than |etters.
Other effective means of recruitment included community meetings coordinated with groups
such as Elder Services and Head Start, word of mouth from satisfied participants, and
newspaper ads and articles. Bill stuffers were highlighted as an effective meansto
complement the current recruitment. In addition, it was noted that lowering the digibility
requirement from 13 kWh/day would help to spur production — MA Electric lowered theirs
to 10 kwh/day and it increased participation.

The elderly population and the working poor were noted as being particular segments of the
low-income population that are not responding to the program recruitment efforts. The
elderly have a generd suspicion of “freg’ items and holding more presentetions at elderly
community meetings, especidly in the fall when Fudl Assstance programs are being rolled
out, would be one way to better reach the elderly population. Another effective meansto
reach the elderly was noted to be word of mouth from satisfied participants, which can lead
to somewhat of a“domino effect”. In order to reach the working poor, it was suggested that
program education efforts be targeted a employersin the region. This, however, was noted
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to be difficult because most employers are reluctant to admit that their employees would be

considered working poor.

With respect to whether the participants pay their eectric bill or not, responses indicated that
nearly dl of the participants to date pay their own eectric bill due to the program digibility
requirement that they be on the R-2 rate. However, the current project a alarge multifamily
building was noted to be the first large public housing project where the residents do not pay
their own dectric bills.

Other groups with which the program worksin order to increase participation were identified
as. Elder Services, Head Start, Spanish Center, Meals on Whedls, Fud Assstance, Senior
Centers, Day Cares, Sdvation Army, Public Housng Authorities and Property Management
Companies. It was noted that further coordination with faith-based groups could assst
program recruitment efforts.

3. Program Design and Oper ations

With the exception of CSG, the interviewees consstently described the step-by-step

process of the program (graphicdly illugtrated in Figure 2 of the Executive Summary).
Because CSG only works on the Multi- Family/New Congtruction component of the
program, the process is dightly different for CSG. Rather than working from the R-2 list that
FG&E provides, CSG is provided multi-family leads from FG& E and then follows up
directly with each lead. Buildings are typically viewed prior to contacting the owner/manager
to assess project potential. Once an audit is scheduled, FG& E will provide CSG with the
building' s eectricd usage data. CSG will then conduct the audit and identify the
opportunities for energy savings using the benefit cost functions of the audit software. Upon
approval by MOC/FG&E, CSG will then ingtal sample ingdlations for the owner/devel oper
to observe prior to full ingalation. Upon owner gpprova, measures are ingadled, with
electrica and insulation subcontractors as necessary. After completion of the multifamily
ingdlation, CSG's Project Coordinator conducts a qudity control visit. [In order to assgt in
the trangition to the new NC/MF segment of the program, FG& E played an activerolein
coordinating the respective roles of MOC and CSG on the first large multifamily project.]

Concerning the In-Home Services component of the program, two issues were raised
concerning the process of serving cusomers. The first related to the need for MOC to
request billing datafor customers that were not included in the list of R-2 customersthat is
provided by FG&E. Thiswas noted to not be a mgjor problem (25 out of 175 customers)
but can cause ddlays in the delivery of audits and adds an extralayer of work, which was
perceived to be avoidable. The second issue had to do with the age of the billing data
included in the list provided by FG& E and that some of the customer’s datais over year old
due to delays/problemsin getting an updated list. Although FG& E has stated that they have
sent updated R-2 lists on a quarterly basis throughout 2001, MOC reports that the data
includes no new customer informeation.
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Asde from the occasional delay in obtaining usage data, there were no problems noted
concerning specific bottlenecks in the system. 1t was dso noted that the process of hiring
subcontractors to conduct follow-up wesatherization and refrigerator installation work was
smooth and the work was typicaly completed within two weeks of the audit.

The forms that are used by the program were reported to be adequate and there were no
problems or redundant efforts associated with them. The key program datais transferred via
the invoicing procedure to FG& E. The invoice, and al associated paperwork, is sent to
FG&E, in hard copy only, on amonthly basis. Concerning forms or reports that would be
helpful, two were noted: 1) report that summarized marketing efforts, and 2) an up-to-date
listing of digible cussomers usage data. It was noted that the FG& E program uses
considerably less paper than the MA Electric program.

With the exception of master-metered housing authority buildings, the program determines
the mix of measures to be recommended based on the audit software. 1t was reported that
common area and other non-residentid retrofits are referred to FG& E.

In general, there were noted to be rare occasions when measures were rejected and they
were typicaly CFLs dueto their sze/shape and/or qudity of light. From the perspective of
FG&E daff, it is perceived that the subcontracting of work beyond the initid audit isa
barrier to more recommended measures, such as thermogtats, hard-wired fixtures, insulation
and replacement windows. CSG noted that addressing code issues rdated to lighting is
somewhat easier because FG& E will dlow them to ingal dectrica boxes where they did not
exig. Suggestions for additiona measures beyond those currently offered by the program
were awider array of lighting and Energy Star appliances. Waysto incorporate these
additiona measures were given to be: 1) tie-in with Energy Star window air conditioner
trade-in program; 2) through a more comprehensive fue blind audit; and, 3) favorable
outcome on DTE' sreview of the cost effectiveness of Energy Star appliances.

The generd quality of fiddwork performed was noted to be good, with one interviewee
adding the cavest that the qudity islimited by the audit software. Thereis currently no
forma quality assurance fiddd monitoring for the program. Recommended measures and
associated savings estimates are reviewed by FG& E on the invoice paperwork and any
guestions or anomalies are addressed. However, the MOC auditor conducts 100% field
review of any wesatherization work that is subcontracted. A field ingpection/review of
random Sites was noted to be under consideration.

Customer education was noted to be primarily conveyed verbaly between the auditor and
the customer, with the audit report being the information that the customer receives. The
information included as part of the audit report was fdt to be useful and includes: 1) agraph
of annual eectrica usage; 2) apie chart of disaggregated usage; and, 3) abar chart of the
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top five recommendations with dollar savings esimates. 1t was noted that further information

may be ussful because during MA Electric audits, while the auditor is running the andyss,
customers often read the additiona printed materia on energy savings. Language was noted
asthe only potentid barrier for deivering education and it was addressed through bi-lingud
gaff that can be called on when needed.

When asked about conflicts between the program’s goa's and its day-to-day operations,
responses varied and included:
» Resolving software issues cuts into time spent on achieving;
» Thisyear has been confusing as multi-family program is not sysemized yet;
» Program is not maximizing savings due to the limitation on such measures as hard-
wired lighting, thermodtats, insulation and replacement windows,
» Better rdationship between MOC and CSG will dlow better focus on program goals,
» Lack of good, current, unreplicated list of R-2 customers and their usage;
» For MOC and FG& E to work more as partners rather than at odds would alow
better focus on program gods; and,
» Single point of contact at FG& E dedicated to fixing al problems once and for al.

4. Information, Resour ces, and Staffing

The primary vehicle for collecting and storing program detaiis the CSG audit software.
Basic demographic information, eectric utility account number, eectricity usage,
recommended and installed measures and associated savings are dl included as part of each
customer record. However, it was noted that FG& E does not receive an dectronic update
of the audit activity on amonthly basis but only an invoice summary that is sent in hard copy.

MOC isin the process of linking the data collected through the FG& E program with that
covered by other services that MOC performs o that they can determine a non-redundant
list of customers served. Thisis being required under their CSBG funding agreement.

Responses to the question of whether there was adequate staffing were broken down as
follows

FG& E/Unitil — Half of the interviewees responded that there was enough staff at
FG&E. Of the others, responses included: 1) There seemsto be enough but as other
priorities arise, saff time gets stretched. 2) Overdl, there is not adequate staffing at FG& E
at the day-to-day program levd.

MOC — The mgority of of the interviewees fdlt that there was enough staff at MOC.
MOC noted that they have recently hired a part-time bi-lingud employee to assst with
marketing. The one comment related to the level of MOC gaff was that there was not
enough program support and that it may have more to do with the available resources and
training than the number of aff.
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CSG — Hdf of theinterviewees responded that there was adequate staffing at CSG.

The remaining interviewees al commented that they have either experienced or heard about
difficulties with having CSG respond to software related problems. 1t was noted that CSG is
receptive to FG& E but not as receptive to MOC.

5. Internal Communications and Administration

Responses concerning the program communications indicated that the monthly invoicing is
the only forma communication between any of the parties. Informa communications are
conducted primarily through email and telephone and typically are prompted by data or other
program information needs. Communications were reported to be good overal, but afew
commentswere: 1) FG& E needs to give more notice when requesting specific data or
informationa needs, 2) communications between audit staff and FG& E could be better; 3)
CSG and MOC typicdly communicate via telephone but email with cc to FG& E would be
preferable; and, 4) internal communications at MOC could be improved.

Communication concerning program policy was noted as being ether non-existent or
requiring improvement. It was noted that MOC' s contract does not include policy language
and that it is not clear about the tasks they are contracted to perform. Because an origind
contract has been referred to and extended over time, with no clear updated scope of work,
it isfdt that there is no good reference guide for how the program is supposed to be
delivered. Thiswas thought to be especialy true for the recent program modifications
concerning multi-family projects. Also, LEAN mentioned that although MOC attends
monthly meetings, there is no paper trail that ties back to the FG& E program and there
should be.

It was fdlt that overall, reporting procedures with other utilities were less problematic than
with FG& E and that there was no manud data entry required with other programs. It was
further noted that it would help if there were program procedures spelled out for the FG& E
program and the development of a procedures “manud” was suggested.

6. Communicationswith Program Participants

Communications with program participants was characterized as good by six of the
interviewees. Marketing and outreach were the areas that were noted to require more
attention in order to ensure that the program reached al of the eigible population. 1t was
aso noted that it isimportant that a condstent message about the program be communicated.
There has been no forma evaluation efforts conducted but genera feedback was reported to
be very positive. For multi-family projects, it was noted that it is critical to keep the
management of the building in the loop once the project gets started because the
maintenance gaff does not dways communicate effectivey with management.

21



Final - December 10, 2001 Design / Implementation Process Review of
FG&E’s Electric Low Income

Program
7. Program Issues and I nnovations

When asked about issues or concerns that need to be examined and addressed regarding the
design and ddivery of the program, responses varied and included:

» The commingling of funds between WAP and FG& E needs to be more formalized and
the process should involve LEAN,;
Process for selecting program software and audit tool should be reviewed;
A clearer definition is needed regarding the NC/MF component ;
Address renewable energy options, where appropriate;
Allow for agmal poal of funds ($6K-$8K) to be used for various measures, including
Energy Star gppliances, for the small instances when they make sense;
Develop a program manud to use as areference and to ensure that if akey program
person were to leave, the program would continue without amagjor disruption;
» Beétter identify and correct remaining software issues (e.g., eectronic transfer of audit

data from MOC to FG&E, inahility to re-load cusomer data, more flexibility in

reporting and updating).

VVVYYVY

Y

Concerning modifications that have been made in the past year to improve the program,
responses included:
» FG&E has provided software support and training, marketing support and has worked
to dign CSG and MOC in addressing multi-family projects;
» FG&E hasindicated that MOC is the prime contractor on the program and that CSG
should work through them, CSG is optimistic about the prospects; and,
» LEAN isatempting to move toward an dl-encompassing audit that would result in less
paperwork and consolidate the delivery of services.

8. Overall Performance

Overdl interviewee's program ratings for both the success of the program and the quaity of
the program were very good. On ascale of 1 to 10, the average rating for program success
was 8.6 and for program quaity was 7.8.

The high rating for program success was dtributed to the program meeting the targets last
year and on track to meet this year’ s target of audits completed. For program quality, two
interviewees noted that the audit software tool could use improvement and that the
comprehensiveness of the audits was suspect. In generd, it was fdt that it wastoo early to
asess the success or qudity of the New Construction/Multi- Family program.

Responses to the program’ s greatest strengths included:
» Utility gaff, new gaff member has added to program;
» Commitment to serving Low Income program from both MOC and FG&E;
» Asasmdl utility with only one adminigtrative contractor, FG& E has the opportunity to
be credtive;
» Work well with customers and are interested and willing to help customers;
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» Yearsof experience at MOC;

» Yearsof experience at CSG; and,
» Technica expertise and experience at MOC.

Responses to the program’ s greatest weaknesses included:

Audit software tool and administration at contractor leve;

Software issues,

Difficult to work under mgor program change — multi-family component;
Marketing, auditing and reporting mechanisms, and program adminigtration;
Smdll utility reduces budget and can limit flexibility; and,

Lack of updated data for R-2 customers.

VVVVYYVYYVY

Find comments were generdly positive, with interviewees reiterating that overdl, the FG& E
Low Income Program isagood one. Specific added comments included:
» A dearer lig of digible measures would be very hepful,
» Overdl software mechanism needs to be improved — not just the audit tool; and,
» Random fidd quality control vists would help to uncover potentid problems and/or
reinforce that the program is being delivered and received as intended.
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Depth Interview Guide

FG& E Low-Income Electric Energy Efficiency Program
Program Design/l mplementation Process Review
Interview Guide: FG& E Staff & Program Contractors

Site & Telephone Interviews (Ste preferred but can be done by telephone)

Date; Interviewer initids

Name of Interviewee:

Title

Company:

Category of Interviewee: [] Fo&ESaf  [] LEAN Sf
[1 ™Mocsaf [ CSG Stf

Telephone number: Length of interview:

Overview
The Interview Guide is a tool to guide the staff and contractor

process review interviews and is intended to last 45 minutes to an
hour. The guide helps to ensure the interviews include questions to

gather information concerning the most important issues being

investigated in this sudy. Probing questions to follow-up on areas
of particular knowledge of individual staff are a normal part of
these types of interviews. Therefore, there will be sets of questions
that will be more fully explored with some individuals rather than
others. The depth of the exploration with any particular
interviewee will be guided by the role that individual played in the
program’s design, and operation, i.e., where they have significant
experiences for meaningful responses. In order to have the guide
refer similarly to issues across types of interviewee, one guide has

been devel oped.
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Introduction and assurance of confidentidity of individud comments. Only asummary of the
responses will be included in the forma FG& E Evauation Report.
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Role, Program Goals, and Program Planning

1. Please describe for me, briefly, your responghilities with regards to the FG& E low-
income program. Also, have you worked with just the In-Home Service
component, or the New Congtruction/Multi-Family component as wel? [ Prompt
the interviewee to be explicit about their exposure the NC/MF component to
get a sense of their understanding of it.]

2. How long have you been involved with the FG&E program? Have you had any
prior experience with low-income dectric energy efficiency programs? What type —
electric, gas, energy efficiency, WAP, hedth & safety? For how long?

3. Doyou fed that the goas and objectives of this program are clearly defined? Please
describe these god's and objectives? [Prompt the interviewee to describe them
separately for the In-Home Services and New Construction/Multi-Family
component, if they are familiar with both.]

4. How do these gods and objectives trandate into what is required from you? Are the
gods and objectives reasonable to carry out?

5. Are there specific targets that you need to reach and, if so, who are they set by?
Arethey reasonable? [Aretheir targets specific to IHSand NC/MF?]

6. Were you involved in the program planning process of ether the InrHome Services
or the New Construction/Muti-Family component? What was your role? Please
decribe the planning process. Did you think it worked wel? What, if any,
recommendations would you make to how program planning is conducted?

7. Are you, or do you expect to be, involved in any process hat consders mgor
program modifications? Please describe this process. s the process adequate? If
not, why not?

Participant Recruitment and Marketing

8. Please destribe for me the participant recruitment process, if possible distinguish
between the IHS and NC/MF components.  Are these efforts sufficient to reach
potentidly intereted customers (amongst the digible population)?  Are there
particular low-income customer segments that are not responding to, or not reached
by, this process? How might this process be improved?

9. Do you have a sense of what proportion of participants are from the recruitment
process versus cal-ins?
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10.

11.

What proportion of the participants do you think pay their own eectric bills? How
important do you think this should be in targeting participants?

Are there other groups that the program works with in order to increase
participation (e.g., community groups, city planning board, advocacy groups,
outreach efforts)? Who are these groups? How are you working with them? How
do you fed thee interactions are going? Are they helpful in ddivering the programs?
Are there other liaisons you would recommend or different ways you think the
program could work better in the communities it is trying to reach? [Probe the
interviewee again for a distinction between groups that might be related to the
In-Home Services and New Construction/Multi-Family components of the
program.]

Program Design and Operations

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

17.

18.

What is the step-by-step process from initid participant recruitment to completed
participation, the program design chain? Please describe process separately for both
the IHS and NC/MF components of the program.

Now, I'd like to go back over each step in the program process and know who is
involved in that step, how long it takes, and what makes that step important to the
overall success of the program operation. [ From application through installation
and payment.]

Wha forms and program materid are involved in each of these seps? How
adequate are they for the task they are performing? Is there wasted paperwork or
redundant efforts? What are they? Are there things (reports, forms, data) that you
need that you are not receiving? What appears to be working best? [Request a
copy of material identified.]

What is the process for determining what measures are recommended for a
particular customer? Please digtinguish between IHS and NC/MF to the extent

possible.

From what you've seen, how does the program ensure there are no lost
opportunities? Lost opportunities include any energy efficiency measures that could
have been ingtalled through the program but were not.

If any, what recommended measures are rejected by participants? What proportion
of participants reject these measures? Why?

Are there measures that you think would be beneficid that are ether not in the
program or not recommended very often because of obstacles (e.g., hard wired
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fixtures in kitchens or porches)? What are these? How might additional cost-
effective measures become part of this program?

19. What is your opinion about the generd qudity of work being performed? What is
the process for qudity assurance? |s the ingpection process working as intended?
Any concerng/problems?

20. What is the program’s god in providing energy education? Is it ddivered as
planned? What is the process of energy education with participants? What
materids are provided? Are these helpful? Are they adequate? What types of
customers don't they seem to work well with? What are the barriers (e.g., language,
education)? Are there methods available to address these barriers? What could be
done to improvement this? [ Request a copy of identified materials.]

21. What conflicts, if any have you experienced between the program’s gods, as you
understand them, and its day-to-day operation?

I nformation, Resour ces, and Staffing

22. What types of data is the program collecting that you are aware of? Who is
responsible for maintaining this data? Is it stored in an dectronic databass? How
often is it updated? Who is responsible and what forms of accountability are in
place? What additiona data should be collected?

23. What program data do you use to perform your job? Are you able to access the
data you desire easily? Isit easy for you to produce usable reports? |Is the data of
sufficient qudity and reliability for your job? |s there additiona data that could be
collected that you would find valuable? Who should be responsible for this data
collection? [Request a copy of common reports.]

24. |sthere adequate staffing for this program at FG& E?
25. |Isthere adequate support for this program from the adminisiration agency?

26. Are adequate resources being provided at the contractor level to provide servicein
atimey and qudity manner?

27. In your opinion, is the mix and <kills of the program gsaff you work with
gopropriate? Do ther skills match the tasks they are asked to perform? If not,
please explain. [Try to steer the interviewee away from finger pointing.]

28. Isthelevd of training, generd and technical, adequate for the personnd involved in
the program? If not, what needs to be improved?
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I nter nal Communications and Administration

29.

30.

31

32.

What are the forma and informal communications channels between FG&E and
MOC? How effectiveis this communication?

Between MOC and its contractors [CSG]?
Between FG& E and the contractors? |If thereis no direct link, should there be?

Ovedl, how would you characterize communications concerning day-to-day
program operations? How do these help you perform your job? What aspects
could be improved that would enable you to do your job more quickly, easier,
and/or more effectively?

How would you characterize overdl communication regarding program policy?

What procedures do you use concerning contracting and payment of agencies?
Invoicing and payment procedures for vendors/contractors? Are these procedures
adequate? Do you fed it works wdl (timdiness, equiteble, efficiency)? Is it far?
Can you identify any items that interfere with communication, such as certan
protocols that may cause bottlenecks? How are they compared to other program
procedures you've seen esawhere? Do you have any recommendations for
improving these? Please explain.

33. What sort of feedback have you had about this program from other agencies?

Other contractors? Has this changed over the last year?

Communicationswith Program Participants and Program Participant Service

34. How would you characterize program communications with program participants?

How does the method used and qudity of communication affect the participants?
How does it affect program success? [Prompt the interviewee to address the
following areas. Awareness, Marketing, Telephone Contacts, Delivery of
Services, Delivery of Education, and Program Satisfaction.]

35. What sort of feedback have you heard from program participants concerning this

program? Has this changed over the last year?

Program Issuesand Innovations
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36. Do you see any issues or concerns that need to be examined and addressed
regarding the design and ddivery of this program?

37. Over the past year, have any of the parties involved in the program [FG& E, MOC,
LEAN, CSG] made modifications to improve the program design and/or ddivery
effectiveness? What, if any, are these?

Overall Performance

[ The next two questions address the success and quality of the program. Please note
that they are different and do not always go hand-in-hand.]

38. How successful toward achieving program gods do you think FG& E's overal Low
Income program is on a scae of 1 to 10 with 1 being the lowest and 10 being the
highest? Why? Success rating by individua goa category as previoudy described?
How would you rate the HIS and NC/MF components on the same scale?

39. How would you rate the overdl qudity of FG&E's Low Income program on a
scae of 1 to 10 with 1 being the lowest and 10 being the highest? Why? Qudity
rating by individua goa category as previoudy described? How would rate the HIS
and NC/MF components on the same scale?

40. What are the program’ s greatest strengths? If possble, distinguish between the IHS
and NC/MF components of the program.

41. What are the program’s greatest weaknesses? If possible, distinguish between the
IHS and NC/MF components of the program.

42. Fndly, | would like to thank you for your time and input and ask if thereisanything
else you would like to add?

Thank you very much for taking the time in assisting us with this evduation. Your
contribution is a very important part of the process. We will send out a summary document
concerning program design after completing the interviews.
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